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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT ey
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY U

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING : R
COMMISSION, : Civil Action No, 04-1512 0 .07

Plaintiff,
V. JOINT NOTICE OF APPEAL
EQUITY FINANCIAL GROUP LLC, TECH
TRADERS, INC., TECH TRADER, LTD.,
MAGNUM CAPITAL INVESTMENTS, I.1D.,
VINCENT J. 'IRTH, ROBERT W. SHIMFER,
COYT E. MURRAY, & J. VERNON ABERNLTIIY

Defendants.

- X

Notice is hetcby given that Roberl W. Shimer (“Shimer”) a defendant acting pro se and
Vincent J. Firth (“Firth”) a defendant also acting pro se in the above named case hereby jointly

appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit from the order of the New

Jersey District Court datcd December 18, 2006 and entered on December 19, 2006 denying their
respective Motions for Reconsideration of their previous separate motions for summary
judgment dated April 6, 2006 with respect to all counts of Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint
dated June 24, 2004.

Notice is hercby given that Robert W. Shimer (“Shimer”) defendant acting pro se and
Vincent J. Firth (“Firth”) a defendant also acting pro se in the ahove named case hereby joinlly
appeal to the United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuil from the order of the New
Jersey District Court dated December 18, 2006 and entcred on December 19, 2006 granting
summary judgment in favor of Plainti{f that Shimer and Firth both violaled 7 U.S.C. § 60(1)(B)
and 7 U.8.C. § 6k(2).
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Notice is also hereby given that Robert W. Shimer (“Shimer™) defendant acting pro se
and Vincent J. Firth (“Firth™) a defendant also acting pro se in the above named case herchy
jointly appeal to the Unitcd States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit from the order of the
New Jersey District Court dated December 18, 2006 and entered on December 19, 2006 granting
summary judgment in favor of Plaintiff that the separate defendant Equity Financial Group, LLC
(“Equity”™) violated 7 U.5.C. § 2(a)(1)(B) by reason of the district court’s finding that defendants
Shimer and Firth violated 7 U.S.C. § 60(1)(B) and 7 U.S.C. § 6k(2) and the district court’s
further statement in its Order that the defendant Equity violated 7 U.S.C. § 2(a}(1XB) by reason
of Shimer and Firth’s purported violation of 7 U.S.C. § 6m(1) despite the fact that the district
court’s Opinion dated December 18, 2006 does ol conclude and the district court’s
accompanying Order of the same date does not clsewbere find thal either Shimer or Firth ever

violated 7 U.S.C. § 6m(1).

Dated: February 6, 2007
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Robert W. Shimer
1225 W. Teesport Rd.
Leesport, PA 19533
(610)926-4278

LA

Vimé{ J. Firth

3 Aster Court
Medford, New Jersey 080353
(609) 714-1981




